PEAGMATISM

has to take on its own Individual nuance of meaning.
What any particular form of words does in fact
mean on any particular occasion always depends
upon the use of the words in a particular context.
Meaning, therefore, cannot be depersonalized; if
meanings are depersonalized, they cease to be real,
and become verbal.

Formal Logic has, in fact, mistaken words, which
are (within the same language) identical on all
occasions, for the thoughts they are intended to
express, which are varied to suit each occasion.
Words alone are tolerant of the abstract treatment
Formal Logic demands. This (science/ therefore,
finally reduces to mere verbalism, distracted by
inconsistent relapses into * psychology.'

But will this conception of Logic either work out
consistently in itself or lead to a tenable theory of
scientific thinking? Emphatically not. What is
the use of a logic which (1) cannot effect the capital
distinction of all thought, that between the true
and the false ? (2) is debarred by its own principles
from considering the meaning of any real assertion ?
and (3) is thus tossed helplessly from horn to horn
of the dilemma ' either verbalism or psychology' ?

We may select a few examples of this fatal
dilemma.

1. In dealing with what it calls ' the meaning' of
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